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XBSTRACT | 

A .stidy. attenptea. to improve the results: of 
Correlating: personality characteristics with teaching behavior within 
‘the setting of a microteaching laboratory... Self-theory constructs 
were used to. ‘predict teaching behavior. Subjects (80 education 
Students) were administered the Self= Report. Inventory (SBI). and. ‘the 

. Adjective Rating Scale. for Self Description (ASD): from which 10 

- personality characteristics. wete sélectéd as independent Variables. 

_ Criteria of four specific teaching: tasks (clarifying. objectives, 
assessing. rea di ness, motivating interest, | and evaluating outcomes): 

' and two measures of teacher=papil interaction (using, Flander's 
interaction analysis) were used. in analyzing. audio tapes of each 
student's six to nine microteaching: Lessons in which he was 
instructed to attend cumulatively: to. the: four: teaching. tasks. 
Pearson's product. movement coefficients of correlation were computed 
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as: an attempt to determine what: rélationship. existed between 1) 
‘perforsance in. the teaching laboratory. and Changes an: petformance 
(from first: tuo to. Last two. lessons): and: 2). scotes: obtained on the 
SRI and the ASD. Personality. ‘variables: ‘were: fot found to ‘be 
significantly related tO: laboratory perforsance, Highly significant 
Changes which occurred: on all criteria £roa early sSeaester to late 
Semester weré not related:to- SRI and. ASD: watiabless 
Eaterrelationships of the. eriteria, and, kinds: of change were also 
Studied. Results: indicated that. other predictive Wariables. of 

"7 Bbagh ing, berforsance. should: be Sought. ‘sy , 
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‘PERSONALITY CORRELATES. OF TEACHER PERFORMANCE 
_ JIN A MICRO=TEACHING LABORATORY* 


Charles A. Austad and Edmund 7. Eimer 


an extensive anount of research ,. as illustrated: by. several. 
literature. revieus, ‘has ‘been désigted. to: identify relationships 
between: personality -characteristics:.of téachers and thelr teaching 
behaviors: (Bart, 1948; Catetetter, Standlee, and Fattu, 1954; 
Douas and ‘Tiedeman;, 1950; Moreh: and Wilder, ‘1954, ‘Ryans, 1960; 
Tomlinson; 1955a: and 1955b; Waters,. 1954; ‘Yamamoto, 1963).. 
One: outeone of ‘eh the: esearch has: ‘been ‘that: many measures. of 
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cofrélation coefficients. have ‘beens at a. . Toe Level of significance 

- (Gétzels and: ‘Jeckson, 1963). He as : 
An attempt ‘was: made ‘to imptove. the results of correlating 

personality characteristics with poaching behavior within the 
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4 his: deport 4 ‘ks: based: ‘upon, data: gathered £ for the fitet 
“guthor 8 Fh -dlepertation; . “the University: ‘Of Texas at 
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setting of a mictoteaching laboratory designed by. Enmer and 
Millett (1970). ‘The: laboratory setting. provided a controlled: 
‘opportunity to define criteria for teaching behaviors and to col- 
lect. aud -aséess the measurements taken of teacher effectivetiess. 


’ Purposes -of ‘the Study 
One. ——— the — was to determine whether teacher- — 


strategies + were. , fincttons of oniantad personality characteris tics 
Of. the laboratory ‘teachers. Information was sought which might 
‘show relationships. between personality traits: and patterns of 
teacher behavior and which nitght. Adentify those students who 


would most. benefit from laboratory instruction, = = 
i Fe 4 A second: purpose Of the study was. to analyze. six. measutes: 


used as teacher effectiveness, eriteria.- Analyses of the criteria 

Variables: were. made: to. determine what: teaching: performance. changes: , 

occurred: as: a result, of ‘the. ‘laboratory: ‘approach: to teachér education 
anid’ to determine. vat telationships existed between the. teaching 

. atrategtes and ‘teachér-student ‘interaction. 
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Rationale and: Procedures -O£: the: ‘Study. 
An attenpt was made: to: overcome ‘two: design exiticisns: o£. 
‘past studies; One: erſtieisn has: ‘been ‘that predicted #élationshipa 
between specific personality ‘Varlables: and: the ‘behaviors: ‘they. 
produce. have. not: ‘been supported by. sound personality ‘theory: 
(Bare. et ales * 1952). Often: ‘the: eonstruets used: ‘have been: an: 
-eclestic. gathering ‘rather: thaw. a eet: of: variables derived. from 
a. thedretiical: pasis. Th: the- present study, welt theory: constructs. 
were: used to, ptedict teaching ‘behavior. ‘Two: ‘self: description 
— Anatiniments: were. employed;, The Self ‘Report: Tavatitory: (SRE). 
J ow: “ise. and the: ‘Adjective Rating Scale: for Self Description 
— 8D): Eehner and verace. — 
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The SRI has items. describing the respondent's “attitudes 
‘toward various aspects of his phenomenological world" (Bown, 1961); | 
Scales representing attitudes toward self, others, and authority, 
in addition to the total score, were selected as independent 
‘wariables.. 

Scales of the: ASD- were empirically dérived th--ugh factor 
analysis of self-ratings on. descriptive adjectives. The: factors 
labeled Social Warmth, ‘Social. Abrasiveness, Ego Organization, 
Introversion-Extraversion, ‘Neurotic Anxiety, and Social Attractive- 
mess. were. selected: for. study. 

_ A&A. second criticism of past research with personality correlates 
of teacher ‘behavior has. been concerned with ineffective attempts 
to design criteria. of teacher performance: that are operationally 
related. ‘to effective teaching: (Barr, et al.; 1952, 1953). Rather 
‘than ‘treating the: ‘ineasurement: ‘of teacher: behavior in. an. over-all 
‘way, ‘Gough..and Pemberton: (1952) suggested differentiating the 
eriteria and Gage. (1963) encouraged the use of. “imicro<criteria" 
in ‘defined:. ‘aspects: of teacher roles. ; Medley cand. Mitzel (1963, 

Ps 249) ‘suggested: that although tr, the ‘ultimate objective of 
teacher education ia: ‘to increasé. teachers" ki. Ll din. ‘helping. pupils 
to. ieara. «othe: dnternediate: objective. of teacher ‘education. is: to 
get teachers £0: ‘behave ‘in certain ways" Mitzel (1960) suggested. 
“process: ¢ eriteris of teacher: and student: ‘behavior. which: are. believed 

ertteria of: apactete, teachtig tatks and atudene- teacher. 
dnteraction: ngasuting ongoitig. ‘teacher. contéol of the ‘clase: ‘were 
employed: in the present attdys: the. four eeaching. taske: tised== — 
clarifying: dnetructional ‘objectives, assessing ‘pupil. ‘readiness, 
tio tivating ‘and: ‘maintaining pupil, ‘interest, ‘and evaluating. dnstruct- 
donal. outcomesssare- defined ina ‘Laboratory manual Erner and: 
Midlete,. 1 1970)... ‘An: obaervational dastrument ‘based ‘on. interpersonal 

; “ski lis: that teachers: use. to⸗ control aad manage - class: activities: 
Flandere® ‘Interaction: Acena (1968), *. ‘was: the criteria basis. 
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4 
for teacher-student interaction. ‘Two ratios were used. The first. 


as a comparison of indirect teacher influence to diréct teacher 


influence (1/I+D), the second. was a comparison of student talk 
to ‘the total. talk in the classroom (S1/TT). 
Self theory constructs were used in the development of a ~ 


set.of hypotheses to predict. the teaching criteria from the 


selected scales.of the SRI and ASD. In general, it.was assumed 


that laboratory teachers with: more positive self descriptions 
on: the personality ‘variables would: ‘perform the. teaching tasks 
with. greater facility, be more open:.to constructive criticism 
and change through-out the senester, and be more open to inter- 
action: withthe. students they ‘taught ‘than teachers. with less positive 
sélf descriptions. 

A total of 80 subjects wiié. were enrolled: in four sections 
of: the, introductory: teacher education: course. of the. College. of 
Education Of. ‘The: University of, Texas at Austin, were administered 


the. SRE and. the ASD. During class: periods in which traditional 
educational ‘paychology content: and’ teaching. ‘atrategies: were 


Sangh and: demons trated, an: entire section would meet: ——— 


—— 


of wix:i to abghé, individuals that met: t' separately during cides 
periods. ia which. ‘there. were Laboratory sessions. 


. ‘During ‘the laboratory. ‘sessions 5 each. student would teach a. 
10+ ‘to: ‘20-minute: Yésaon based. “Upon éontent’ ftom hia.academic 
ina jor tieid. ‘Six ‘to. nine ‘Teseons were: ‘taught by: each student 
during. the cout’ of ry eéiester, ‘The Lessons ‘were taught to ‘the 
other’ group: meabers ‘who: would, at ‘the. eonelusion of the lesson, 


: Join: the. instructor: in feeding ‘back. iupressions and constructive 
_ eritielan to. the: laboratory: ‘teachet: ° 


— 


the. fitet. Teseon was: uns trueturso and: taught betore any 


elassroon ia ttuetion, had: been: presented. In: the: next four lessons, 
thie atudenta were. tnstructed’ 0 attend cumlatively to the. four 
tedchtag ¢ teak sed as ‘the. criteria: Audi o· tapes were collected. 
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J from all subjects for all lessons. taught. The. effectiveness in | 


using the strategies (six point scale) and the. teacher-student 
interaction were coded fromthe tape recording by three trained 
raters.. Estimates of individual rater reliability (agreement with 
other observers)were computed (Winer, 1962, pp. 124-132) from. 20 
lessons; these estimates. ranged from .60 to .87 on the four ratings 
and .75 (I/I+D), «98: (ST/TT) for the interaction analysis. variables. 


Results | 


sonality characteristics. ‘Pearson's: product-moment coefficients ⸗ 
_ o£ correlation: were. computed: as an attempt to.answer two general 


3 questions. 

- “+ . (1). What rélationship exists betiveen performance. in the: 

. teaching. ‘laboratory. and the. scores obtained on the scales of the. 
“SRE and: the, asd? | | | 

3 (2): What ‘xelationship: exists between. the. scores’ obtained 
ay | On. the ‘scales. of the ‘SRI and. the ASD: and changes in teaching 

Ee performance ‘based’ on. the autterenees of the mean of the first. 

a tuo Lessors ‘éaught on. each critéria variable and the mean. of ‘the 
aA : | finai two lessons. ‘taught on. the same variable at ‘the end of the. 


Semester? A ‘teacher: atarting witha ‘high, performance. at ‘thie: be- 
ginning: at ‘the semester: cannot. ‘achieve the. game amount: of: change. 
aaa beginning. dlow-performance teacher, therefores. ‘the. change. 
criteria were: computed’ as a atte. of actual change ‘to possible 
ebae — a ee oe 
The: reaulte. of ithe. hypotheses: tes ting showed that only three ~~ 
personality variables were significantly: telated: to. laboratory 
performance ‘th. the: predicted: aireetion beyond the: 05: Yevel. / 
SIX: significant relationships. wete found: to: exist in: the opposite 
. ditection, Of predictions. ‘The: umber of significant results ‘obtained. 
| | fou. ‘the:: 98. possible: coubiinations wae: ‘Ro. greater: than, would’ have. 
ee been ‘expected ‘by. chance. I 
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6 
Attempts were made to determitte if any factors were sup- 
pressing the relationships. Sub-samples according: to major fields, 
instructor, semester, and sex were. removed from the total sample 
respectively. to: determine if they affected the relationships. 

No significant changes in results were obtained. Partial cor 

rélation coefficients were. computed between the personality 

variables and change in teaching performance and compared to the 
cofrelation coefficients obtained using the.actual change to 

possible change ratios, No major differences. were. found. * 

Multiple. regression analysis ‘was conputed using the eight 
personality variables to determine whether some. combination of 
characteristics would predict. performance. on the six.criteria. - 

Notte, of. the multiple correlations using only: personality variables 
as predictors. was; significant at the .05 level, : . 
_ Analyses of the criteria. Andlyses of the: criteria vere. 

"made to gain information about. the interrelationshipe of the 
ctiteria aiid the kinds of change that occur as a result. of the 
laboratory approach to teacher education. Correlational relation- 

ships between the: criteria ate presented in Table 1. 
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TABLE 1 


‘CORRELATION. COEFFICIENTS BETWEEN. SEMESTER AVERAGES 
ON THE CRITERIA MEASURES (#80) 


9 8 ny 3 
J es 
re. 8 38 38 * —8 
ue $3 #2 58 #§ 8 
a) a” 8 38 


——— — — — 
Objectives 208* .2000 8574ö 029.012 


‘Assessing i W — I 
Readiness 662* . 317ä2 439K 234* 


Motivating 7 7 = | 
Interest _ . . o364%% =, 305HH 6 364% 


. Evaluating F 
Outcomes: os 172 0131 


tmp 327 
or / 


p< 605. 
ei Ok 


Motivating and —E ‘pupil interest was related beyond the .01 
level: of @ignificance with. all *ther: exiteria measures: except - Clarify< 
| ding ins truetional ‘Objectives. The largest. coftelation, 266, was. 
betiveen: motivating pupil. datexest aad assessing pupil readiness... 
Assessing: pupil xeadiness ‘tequixes. the teacher to. ‘interact with. 
students, to: gee chen, to’ express thete. knowledge: and needs. ‘Such: 
atudent. involvement ‘was highly: related not only to. the: motivation 
variables bat 0: he futeraction variables. a8: well. the eane two 
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8 
variables, motivation and assessing readiness, were the two teaching 
tasks most highly related to indirect teacher influence and student 
talk. 

Clarifying instructional objectives was the criterion variable 
least related to other criteria.. Particularly notable was its 
lack. of relationship with interaction ratios. Clarifying objectives 
can be performed ata high level through lecture and does not 
necessarily require interaction with class members. 

Teaching tasks that requive the teacher to interact with the 
students correlated most highly with. the ability to motivate. 
interest. Also, increased use. of teacher-student: interaction was 
obsetved: ‘to be related to an increase in motivation as the: semester 
— in general, student —— appeared: to: be 


dstaratee: what progress aad. changes occurred during Laboratory 
teaching. Entering performance. was the highest for clarifying. 
instructional objectives. However, ‘since the second. lesson was 
| pare < of the: p averige. of. t enteriag Denavige and the — ——— 
of te —— cannot: be taterpreted:. ag ——— Students 
showed the best: levels ‘of final: ‘performance and ‘the. greatest: amount. 
of changes on: ‘the: motivating. pupil interest and gacegsing pupil 
readiness wariablés, — 
z" tests. (Giitord, 1965, Pp. 177=183). were computed to determine 
‘the. significance of change: from the means of the first two lessons 
‘to: ‘the. qeans of the final two lessons: on each ‘eriterion. variable 
Gebie. 2). ‘Highly significant changes occurred: on all. criteria, 
7 from early semester to late: semester. - However, ‘these gains. . 


were: not: elated ‘to: variables ‘measured. by ‘the SRI or o Asp./ 


MM 


MEAN LABORATORY. TEACHING PERFORMANGES FROW 
| EARLY TO LATE, ‘SEMESTER (N80) 


cetteris Variables on © = 
Clatigying Objectives oe = =| 3. 65* 

7 ‘Assessing. Readiness: 8 I 11. 208% 
“Motivating Interest > + * 7 > LL, 36%: - 
‘Evaluating Outcomes. . — g. 33** J 
Indirect: Teacher Téluetice Ratio: 8.0758* 


Student Tale Ratio 8 13. 08m 


Analyses, of varlance, were compute: to deternine af signitteane 

differences, occured: between. changes: obtained: by: gubssamples ace 
cording: to major. fields rand: instructors. Studenta:. with different 
majors: were ‘apparently: able to. make: eintlar significant ‘progress 


sthrough : ‘the semester. ‘A dtfference in instructor: treatuent was 
observed. . | ° | 


~The: criteria analyses: dénonstrated that the: cotrelations. 
between ‘teacher: performance during the: fitet ‘two. lessons ‘and the 
final ‘tio: ’ Lessons. WO, da general, -sfuntitcanty Sosttives ‘This 
aa: predictor of —E auecesa > anid also as me means: vot {denti fying 
instructional needs: ‘of indivi dual, studénte. The eorrs lations ‘of 
performance: on: the’ fitet: ‘Lésaoa. with final. pexfornance on each. 
of the. erlterton vatteblen. are presented in Table 3. 
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— —— purposes: — 


‘used: ta: this Btudy, ‘and personality variables were drawn from 


yi ‘research ‘Were ‘obtained, ‘The ‘lack iof : Support. for’ ‘this area. of i 
Ys “Fesearch’ in the. iiterature. and da ‘the: present study would: appear 2 
I it dadicate. ‘that ‘other predictive variables of teaching performanc e 
3 ‘should: be: aought. One. possibility ie ‘to. use: ‘assessment instruments 
. — more ditectiy. felated ‘to: ‘teaching; ‘auch as measures OF anxiety: 
— “about. ‘teaching, oF concéins Of teacher. 
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CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS BETWEEN ENTERING: PERFORMANCE (lst LESSON). 
; AND: FINAL PERFORMANCE (AVERAGE. OF LAST: ‘TWO ‘LESSONS) 
ON EACH CRITERION VARIABLE G80) 


ae Criterion on Verkables — — * : J _— _ | r£ 


| Clarifying: Objectives. oy 9158. 

; Assessing Readiness, oe a 376 
_ ‘Motivating Interests BOF 

” ‘Bvaluating: ‘Outcomes: ee a a 9 228% 

Sy Indirect ‘Teacher: ‘Influence. Ratio a 315** 
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eelt ‘theory’ constructs, 20: ‘improvement in: results over previous: 
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Another récommendation ids. to determine. entering behavior of 
teachers. in order ‘to study ‘its relationship with. terminal. performance. 
Although: ‘the: ‘correlations between. entering: ‘and ‘final. ‘performances 
dn. this. ‘study were: tot, large: ‘enough: for damediate predictive 
purposés; further dnvestigations: ‘of: this type. may ‘be able ‘to. 
identity ‘teachers, vno ‘would: profit ‘from. differential treatments 
@ Boa different ‘amount o£: practice. of. skills elated to. a 
“particular Reaching: task): 4a a teaching laboratory. | 
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